AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWINGS 

The attached proposed "Replacement Sheets" of the drawings include changes 
to FIGURES 1 , 3A, and 3B to properly include call out numerals in the Specification. No 
new matter has been added. A set of Replacement Sheet 1/2 and Replacement Sheet 
2/2 should be entered by the Examiner to replace the original sheets if the changes are 
acceptable. 

Attachment: Replacement Sheets 1/2 and 2/2. 
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REMARKS 

Claims 1-23 are now pending in the application. Claims 14-18 have been 
withdrawn and Claims 24-29 have been added herein. The Examiner is respectfully 
requested to reconsider and withdraw the rejections in view of the amendments and 
remarks contained herein. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 112 

Claims 1-7 and 19-23 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which Applicants regard as the invention. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Notwithstanding, Claim 2 has been amended replacing the term "base material" 
with the term "sheet metal surface." In addition, independent Claim 1 has been 
amended to include a sheet metal surface having a first thickness of less than 1 .2 mm 
as an element of the claim. Independent Claim 19 has been amended to include a 
metal base having a first thickness of less than or equal to 1 .2 mm as an element of the 
claim. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the present rejection are 
respectfully requested. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claim 8 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Taschinger (U.S. Pat. No. 3,1 15,572). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

At the outset, Applicants respectfully submit that the originally filed claims are 
patentably distinct over the cited reference. However, in an attempt to expedite 
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prosecution, Applicants have amended Claim 1 to include a weldment portion disposed 
between substantially an entire length of the flange and the sheet metal base. Support 
for this amendment can be found especially in Fig. 3 and the text of the application. In 
contrast, Taschinger fails to teach or suggest the claimed combination of elements 
especially as amended. Taschinger actually teaches away from Applicants' invention. 
More specifically, Taschinger requires the use of welding of a z-bar to a smooth inner or 
rear side of 1a of the plate 1 by a series of welds 5. The outer side 1 b of the plate 1 is 
provided with spaced reinforcing projections in the form of ribs 2 whose width preferably 
exceed the maximum traverse dimensions of the lenticular welds 5 and the welds are 
formed in a way that their roots extend into the inner side of 1a of plate 1 i.e., into the 
material of the respective rib. In addition, the ribs 2 are provided at the outer (i.e., at the 
exposed inner) side of the walls as to serve the dual purpose of approving the 
appearance of the vehicle and also of preventing penetration of the welds 5 into the 
outer side 1b of the plates 2. In contrast, Applicants teach welding a bracket to a 
smooth metal surface with a thickness of less than 1.2 mm. Accordingly, 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the present rejection are respectfully requested. 

Claim 8 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Hoy 
(U.S. Pat. No. 3,770,393). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

At the outset, Applicants respectfully submit the originally filed claims are 
patentably distinct over the cited reference. However, in an attempt to expedite 
prosecution, Applicants have amended Claim 8 as discussed above. In contrast, Hoy 
fails to teach or suggest the claim combination of elements especially as amended. 
Hoy actually teaches away from Applicants' invention. For example, as stated in 
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column 4 as shown in Fig. 2 of Hoy, the spot welding of the metal of the stiffener portion 
16 which includes openings 22 in which the spot weld is located and such spot welding 
is accomplished in combination with chill plate 24 to reduce shrinkage of the sheet with 
cooling and solidification of the weld area. In addition, as stated in column 5, lines 9-15, 
of Hoy, the exterior panel would have to be at least % of an inch in order to avoid 
disfiguration of the front face of the panel. In contrast, Applications teach the welding of 
a bracket to a metal panel which has a thickness of less than 1.2 mm. Accordingly, 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the present rejection are respectfully requested. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 8-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Taschinger (U.S. Pat. No. 3,1 15,572). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

At the outset, Applicants respectfully submit that the original claims are 
patentably distinct over the cited reference. However, in an attempt to expedite 
prosecution, Applicants have amended Claim 8 as discussed above. As discussed 
above, Taschinger actually teaches away from Applicants' invention. Additionally, 
Applicants wish to state that the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness as required by Graham v. John Deere Co., 148 USPQ 459 (1966) and 
MPEP § 2141 . Specifically, the following tenets of patent law must be adhered to: 

(A) The claimed invention must be considered as a 
whole; 

(B) The references must be considered as a whole and 
must suggest the desirability and thus the 
obviousness of making the combination; 
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(C) The references must be viewed without the benefit of 
impermissible hindsight vision afforded by the claimed 
invention] and 

(D) Reasonable expectation of success is the standard 
with which obviousness is determined. 

MPEP§ 2141.01 

Statements and modifications of prior art to meet the claimed invention would be 
"well within the ordinary skill of the art at the time the claim of invention is made" 
because the references relied upon teach all aspects of the claimed invention were 
individually known in the art is not sufficient to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness without some objective reason to combine teachings of the references. 
Since Taschinger actually teaches away from the claimed invention, any combination of 
knowledge of one skilled in the art would not be a proper combination sufficient to 
establish a prima facie obviousness. In addition, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
know that a spot weld on a metal surface with a thickness of less than 1 .2 mm would 
cause deformation of a face of the metal surface or cause the weld to create a hole in 
the metal surface. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the present rejections 
are respectfully requested. 

Claims 8-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hoy (U.S. Pat. No. 3,770,393). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

At the outset, Applicants respectfully submit that the original claims are 
patentably distinct over the cited reference. However, in an attempt to expedite 
prosecution, Applicants have amended Claim 8 as discussed above. As discussed 
above, Hoy actually teaches away from Applicants' invention. Additionally, Applicants 
wish to state that the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness 
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as required by Graham v. John Deere Co., 148 USPQ 459 (1966) and MPEP § 2141, 
as stated above. 

Statements and modifications of prior art to meet the claimed invention would be 
"well within the ordinary skill of the art at the time the claim of invention is made" 
because the references relied upon teach all aspects of the claimed invention were 
individually known in the art is not sufficient to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness without some objective reason to combine teachings of the references. 
Since Hoy actually teaches away from the claimed invention, any combination of 
knowledge of one skilled in the art would not be a proper combination sufficient to 
establish a prima facie obviousness. In addition, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
know that a spot weld on a metal surface with a thickness of less than 1 .2 mm would 
cause deformation of a face of the metal surface or cause the weld to create a hole in 
the metal surface. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the present rejections 
are respectfully requested. 
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Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly 
traversed, accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. It is 
believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action, and as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. Thus, prompt 
and favorable consideration of this amendment is respectfully requested. If the 
Examiner believes that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at (248) 641-1600. 



Harness, Dickey & Pierce, P.L.C. 
P.O. Box 828 

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248)641-1600 

CAE/MJL/ng 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: December 14, 2005 




Christopher A. Eusebi, Reg. No. 44,672 
Michael J. Lang, Ph.D., Reg. No. 51,120 
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